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REMARKS 

Applicants have carefully reviewed this Application in light of the Final Office Action 
mailed October 27, 2009. All pending Claims 10-23 stand rejected. Claims 1-9 were 
previously canceled without prejudice or disclaimer. Applicants respectfully request 
reconsideration and favorable action in this case. 

Independent Claims 10 and 15 arc Allowable over Rozak and Balakrishmm. 

Independent Claims 10 and 15 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 5,748,191 issued to Michael J. Rozak et al. ("Rozak") in 
view of U.S. Patent No. 5,233,559 issued to Sreeram Balakrishnan ("Balakrishnan"). 

In order to establish a prima facie case of obviousness, the references cited by the 
Examiner must disclose all claimed limitations. In re Royka, 490 F.2d 981, 180 U.S.P.Q. 580 
(C.C.P.A. 1974). Even if each limitation is disclosed in a combination of references, 
however, a claim composed of several elements is not proved obvious merely by 
demonstrating that each of its elements was, independently, known in the prior art. KSRInt'l, 
Co. v. Teleflex Inc., 127 S.Ct. 1727, 1741 (2007). Rather, the Examiner must identify an 
apparent reason to combine the known elements in the fashion claimed. Id. "Rejections on 
obviousness grounds cannot be sustained by mere conclusory statements; instead, there must 
be some articulated reasoning with some rational underpinning to support the legal 
conclusion of obviousness." Id., citing In re Kahn, 441 F.3d 977, 988 (Fed. Cir. 2006). 
Finally, the reason must be free of the distortion caused by hindsight bias and may not rely on 
ex post reasoning. KSR, 127 S.Ct. at 1742. In addition, evidence that such a combination 
was uniquely challenging or difficult tends to show that a claim was not obvious. Leapfrog 
Enterprises, Inc. v. Fisher-Price, Inc. and Mattel, Inc., 485 F.3d 1 157, 1 162 (Fed. Cir. 2007), 
citing /S/?, 127 S.Ct. at 1741. 

Applicants respectfully submit that the proposed Rozak-Balakrishnan combination, 
even if proper (which Applicants do not concede) does not render independent Claims 10 and 
15 obvious, for at least the following reasons. 
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A. Rozak and Balakrishnan include no relevant (caching regarding 

file/program shortcut pointer links as recited in Applicants' claims. 

Neither Rozak nor Balakrishnan provide any relevant teaching regarding file or 
program shortcut pointer links, which are central to Applicants' claimed invention. The core 
idea of Applicants' invention is that a vocabulary to be recognized is defined by the names of 
shortcut pointer links, each pointing to a file or program to be invoked by the respective voice 
commands. In other words, voice commands to be spoken are defined by the names of the 
shortcut pointer links stored in a directory. This is a more simple and more flexible 
implementation of a voice comment vocabulary than the one disclosed by Rozak. In 
particular, with the claimed invention, one simply has to match the link names in a given 
directory with the spoken command, and the matching link points directly to the program to 
be executed in response to the voice command. This key concept is not taught by Rozak or 
Balakrishnan. 

As mentioned above, neither Rozak nor Balakrishnan provide any relevant teaching 
regarding "links" as defined by Claims 10 and 15. According to the claims, a "link": 

• is stored in a file directory (and thus, a link is a file-like object); 

• comprises a shortcut pointer to a program or file; and 

• has a name, 

• which is different and independent from the name of the file or program that it 
points to. 

With regard to the "links" allegedly taught by Rozak, the Examiner points to the menu 
selection icons shown in Figure 2 and the file structure shown in Figure 3. (Final Office 
Action, page 3). However, neither of these figures (Fig. 2 or 3) shows a file-link as recited in 
Applicants' claims, as discussed above. The Examiner refers to Rozak's "create command .." 
(col. 4, lines 7-11) and the new voice commands to be defined by the user (col. 2, lines 40- 
67). The first refers to the command for initiating the procedure of defining new voice 
commands, and the second refers to the new voice commands to be defined. These entities 
have fundamentally different technical functions from the file-links recited in Applicants' 
claims, and discussed above. Thus, they cannot be equated. 
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The only element of Rozak that may be functionally similar with the link name of the 
present claims is the voice command name. Rozak's voice command name (e.g., 1 162 in Fig. 
11; 1032 in Fig. 13), however, is stored in a voice command table (132 in Fig. I; 1332 in Fig. 
13; col. 6, lines 2-9), which is stored in memory (130) and not in a directory (e.g., on storage 
device 121) (see col. 3, lines 13-17, col. 2, lines 44-48). There is simply no hint in Rozak that 
the voice command names are stored in a directory as links comprising a shortcut pointer to 
a program or file, as explicitly recited in Applicants' claims. 

B. Rozak and Balakrishnan fail to teach "a first active partial vocabulary of 
the voice recognition apparatus is automatically generated upon initiation 
of a voice recognition application based on the names of the links in the 
file directory at that time, such that changes to the file directory are 
automatically reflected in the first active partial vocabulary." 

The Examiner acknowledges that Rozak fails to teach these limitations, but instead 
alleges that Balakrishnan does teach these limitations. (Final Office Action, pages 4-5). In 
particular, the Examiner points to col. 2, lines 13-15; col. 3, lines 55-65; col. 5, lines 62-67; 
and col. 6, lines 22-32 of Balakrishnan. (Final Office Action, page 5). However, although 
these passages include some similar terms as found in the claim limitations discussed above, 
they do not teach the concepts covered by such claim limitations, as discussed below. 

Balakrishnan teaches an architecture in which multiple applications with voice 
recognition capability have the opportunity to indicate to the operating system whether given 
speech input is useful to the individual applications, (col. 2, lines 44-47). According to 
Balakrishnan, this is advantageous because an application is better situated than the operating 
system for making a determination as to whether certain speech is relevant to the application, 
and thus a better decision can be made as to whether the speech shall be directed to the 
operating system or to a particular application, (col. 2, lines 48-53). 

Each application is able to call up a corresponding vocabulary and language model, 
(col. 3, lines 55-65). When an application is installed, the application is registered with the 
operating system, and selected commands and their phonetic representations are extracted 
from the application and delivered to a vocabulary of a search engine, (col. 5, lines 62-67). 

An installation program is used to install an application (e.g., Application B). Upon 
installation, the installation program registers the application with the operating system and at 
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the same time extracts words and their phoneme network equivalents from a corresponding 
application vocabulary and inserts these words and phoneme network equivalents into a 
search engine vocabulary. In this manner, when a command from the application vocabulary 
(e.g.. "start Huibi") is spoken for the first time, this command is recognized by the search 
engine. The search engine is thus able to cause the application to be started by the operating 
system, (col. 6, lines 23-32). 

Based on these passages, Applicants submit that Balakrishnan does not teach "a first 
active partial vocabulary of the voice recognition apparatus is automatically generated upon 
initiation of a voice recognition application based on the names of the links in the file 
directory at that time, such that changes to the file directory are automatically reflected in 
the first active partial vocabulary." First, Balakrishnan does not teach generation of a first 
active partial vocabulary upon initiation of a voice recognition application. The Examiner 
points to Balakrishnan 's teaching of an installation of an application, Application A or 
Application B. However, Application A and Application B in Balakrishnan are Netscape™ 
and WisomPen™ applications. These applications are clearly not voice recognition 
applications. Balakrishnan does not teach any initiation of a voice recognition application 
that causes a first active partial vocabulary to be automatically generated. 

Second, Balakrishnan does not teach any "links" or "names of links" as recited in 
Applicants' claims. The Examiner appears to be equating the "words or combinations of 
word, letters or characters that are common in usage of [an] application" {Balakrishnan, col. 
3, lines 55-65) with the "names of links" recited in Applicants' claims. However, as 
discussed above, Applicants' claims explicitly require that a "link" is a shortcut pointer to a 
program or file. The "words or combinations of word, letters or characters that are common 
in usage of [an] application" are clearly not shortcut pointers to a program or file. Finally, 
Balakrishnan does not teach that "changes to the file directory are automatically reflected in 
the first active partial vocabulary." 

For at least the reasons presented above, Rozak and Balakrishnan fail to teach "a first 
active partial vocabulary of the voice recognition apparatus is automatically generated upon 
initiation of a voice recognition application based on the names of the links in the file 
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directory at that time, such that changes to the file directory are automatically reflected in the 
first active partial vocabulary." 

For at least these various reasons, Applicants respectfully request reconsideration and 
allowance of independent Claims 10 and 15, as well as all claims that depend therefrom. 

Dependent Claims 11-14, 16-19, and 20-23 are Allowable. 

Dependent Claims 11-14, 16, and 22-23 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Rozak in view of Balakrishnan. 

Dependent Claims 17-19 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Rozak in view of Balakrishnan, as applied to Claim 16 above and further in view of U.S. 
Patent No. 5,280,563 issued to William F. Ganong ("Ganong"). 

Dependent Claims 20-21 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Rozak in view of Balakrishnan and Ganong, as applied to Claim 17 above and further in 
view of U.S. Patent No. 6,434,523 issued to Peter C. Monaco ("Monaco"). 

Applicants respectfully submit that dependent Claims 11-14, 16-19, and 20-23 are 
allowable at least because they depend from Claims 10 and 15 shown above to be allowable. 
In addition, Ganong and Monaco fail to teach the limitations not taught by Rozak or 
Balakrishnan, discussed above. 
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CONCLUSION 



Applicants have now made an earnest effort to place this case in condition for 
allowance in light of the amendments and remarks set forth above. Applicants respectfully 
request reconsideration of the pending claims. 

Applicants respectfully submit a Petition for One-Month Extension of Time. The 
Commissioner is authorized to charge the fee of $130.00 required to Deposit Account 50- 
4871 in order to effectuate this filing. 

Applicants believe there are no other fees due at this time, however, the 
Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge any fees necessary or credit any overpayment 
to Deposit Account No. 50-4871 of King & Spalding L.L.P. 

If there are any matters concerning this Application that may be cleared up in a 
telephone conversation, please contact Applicants' attorney at 512.457.2030. 



SEND CORRESPONDENCE TO : 
King & Spalding L.L.P. 
CUSTOMER ACCOUNT NO. 86528 
512.457.2030 
512.457.2100 (fax) 



Respectfully submitted, 
KING & SPALDING L.L.P. 
Attorneys for Applicants 



Eric M. Grabski 



Reg. No. 51,749 



Date: 2_ 




